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P urma  δ ΐ
Leonardo Taran, H eraclitus : The River Fragments.
H eraclitus* was known in  an tiq u ity  fo r  the obscurity  and the ambiguity, o f  
his expression , and there can be l i t t l e  doubt .th a t he purposely made-use o f  
ambiguity to emphasize the paradoxical character o f some o f  h is  d o ctr in es .
For us who so many cen tu ries la te r  wish to  understand h is  thought, these  
c h a r a c te r is t ic s  are increased and magnified by the very way h is  thought has 
been transm itted: c ita t io n s  and paraphrases by others whose in te r e s ts  were 
in  most cases a lie n  to h is .  Yet many ancient authors c ite d  him to find  
authority  and corroboration fo r  th e ir  views in such an archaic th inker.
Other w riters, among whom the C hristian a p o lo g ists  are prominent, saw in  him 
the u ltim ate  o r ig in  o f opinions they s e t  out to con fu te .
Of H era c litu s’ fragments, those concerned with the changing r ivers are  
among the most in te r e s t in g , but a lso  among the most d i f f i c u l t .  I t  i s  th erefore  
important to  avoid d iscu ssin g  everything a t the same tim e. And so I s h a l l  
begin by making certa in  assumptions, though I  s h a ll  d iscu ss  the rela ted  is su es  
la te r  on. There are three r iv er  fragments: B 91. B 12, and B 49a. One (or  more 
o f them) makes use o f  the image o f  changing r iv er s  —the waters are never 
the same— in  r e la t io n  to  H eraclitu s’ general doctrine o f  change: He b e lieved  ■ 
that no in d iv id u a l th ing in  th is  universe has s t a b i l i t y  and permanence, fo r  i t  
w ill  even tually  be destroyed and changed in to  something e l s e .  H eraclitus  
doubtless included men as composites o f so u l and body among the th ings th a t  
are perish ab le , but the question  fo r  us i s  th is :  did he use the image o f  the  
changing r iv ers  to  r e fe r  d ir e c t ly  or prim arily to  our changing frames or, i f  
not th a t, to  our changing so u ls , or did he not? 1 b e lie v e  he did not, and 
that the evidence points to  h is employing the image o f  the changing r iv er s  
fo r  other, more general purposes. The issu e  w il l  come up e sp e c ia lly
in  connection with fragments 3 12 and B 49a, In considering th is  question , we 
should not be unduly influenced by the fa c t  th at many w riters and poets, 
beginning with the S to ic s  as early  as the 3rd century B .C ., interpreted  one or 
more o f the r iv e r  fragments as referr in g  to  our changing frames or to our 
chansing so u ls . For even stronger reasons, we should not be influenced, in  
in terp retin g  H era c litu s , by the use o f  h is  r iv e r  image taken anthropolo- 
s i c a l ly  as a symbol or s im ile  o f our l i f e  on earth.
H eraclitus meant to a sser t the u n iv er sa lity  o f change. Yet the evidence
a lso  points to  the fa c t that he emphasized the id e n tity  o f  cer ta in  patterns o f
change, so much so that h is doctrine may be summarized as th at o f  id e n tity  in
d iffe re n c e . I do not mean to say th at H eraclitus h im self faced the im plications
o f h is doctr in e  o f  change and that he tr ie d  to s e t  lim its  to  i t .  Rather, I
b e liev e  th at he did not take in to  account the d ifferen ce  between the perishable
in d iv id u a l th ings th at make up the un iverse and the im perishable patterns o f
change. I f  carried  to an extreme —as by Cratylus and others — h is doctrine
would amount to  a d en ia l o f  the law o f  con trad iction . But in  a l l  probab ility
he h im self did not carry h is doctrine o f  the u n iv er sa lity  o f  change to th at
extreme. There i s  evidence fo r  th is  in terp reta tio n  o f  H eraclitus* doctrine o f
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change in  two passages o f  A r is t o t le ’s M etaphysics. To be su re, A r is to t le  goes 
fu rth er, and says th at one could probably g e t H eraclitus to  admit th at contra­
d ic to r ie s  cannot be true o f  the same su b jec t. We cannot know what H eraclitus 
would have sa id  i f  faced with the question o f  the law o f  co n tra d ic tio n . Yet 
the evidence shows that A r is to t le , who was acquainted with H eraclitu s' book, 
was aware th a t H eraclitus did not carry the doctrine o f u n iv ersa l change to  
the extreme p o s itio n  taken by Cratylus and other H eraclitean s. Thus, d esp ite  
h is d octrine o f u n iversa l change, i t  was p o ss ib le  fo r  H eraclitus to  speak o f  
the changing r iv ers  in  re la t io n  to an observer. He probably did not r e a liz e
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th a t . I f  "both the ob ject and the su b ject are constantly  changing. I t  would not 
make sen se to  say "upon those who step  in to  the same r iv e r s -d if fe r e n t  and 
d if fe r e n t  waters flow ," un less one could account fo r  à s ta b le  element in  the  
r iv e r s , and in  those who step  in to  them.
* * *
Before beginning the d iscu ssion , i t  w il l  be advantageous to g iv e  the te x t  o f
the three r iv e r  fragm ents. In the case o f  two o f  them, I s h a l l  g ive  the te x t
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o f more than one version , so as to f a c i l i t a t e  la te r  referen ce . For the time 
being, I c a l l  them a l l  fragments. I do not.mean by th is  to prejudge the question  
o f the a u th e n tic ity  o f  one or more o f them.
a) B 9 1 s I t  i s  im possible to step  tw ice in to  the same r iv e r ,  
l )  P lutarch De 3 392 3
TToropiij} ούχ εσ τιν  εμβηναι δ ις  τφ αυ-rç.
i i )  P la to , Cratylus ^02 A 8-10
λ ε γ ε ι ττου 'Ηράκλειτος 8 τ ι πάντα χωρεΤ και ούδεν μ ε ν ε ι ,  καί ποταμού βορ 
αιτεί κάζων τα οντα λ εγε ι ώς δ ις  ές τ&ν αυτ&ν ποταμον ουκ αν έμβαίης.
i i i )  A r is to t le ,  Metaphysics 1010 A 12-15
Κ ρατυλος.. , ,  *ος το τελευταΤον ούθεν φετο δεΤν λ ε γ ε ιν  άλλα τον δάκτυλον 
ε χ ίν ε ι  μονον, και 'Ηρακλείτφ επ ίτ ιμ α  oírtóvTt 8 τ ι δ ις  τφ αυτφ ιτοταμφ ουκ 
εο’τ ι ν  εμβηναι* αύτΐ>ς γαρ cgcro ούδ* δπαξ.
b) Β 12: Upon th ose who step  in to  the same r iv ers  d if fe r e n t  and d iffe r e n t  
waters flow .
C leanthes, arad Ariura, apud Eusebium, P.B. XV 20. 2
ηοταμοΤσι το ισ ιν  αύτο ισ ιν  εμβαινουσιν ετερα και ετερα ΰδατα έπιρρεΤ,
c) 3 -^93·: Upon the same r iv ers  we step  and we do not s te p , we are and we are 
not ( s c .  in  the same r iv e r s ) .
i )  H eraclitu s, Quaest. Homer. 2^. 5
noταμοΤς τοΓς αύτοΓς εμβαίνομεy tc xat ούκ εμβαίνομεν, ε ιμ εν  τε χα*
» τ ουχ ε ιμ ε ν ,
i i )  Seneca, g p is t . 58» 22
in  idem flumen bis descendimus e t non descendlmus.
One may leave a sid e  fo r  the time being two qu estion s: which version  o f one or 
another o f th ese  fragments must be accepted, and what i s  the exten t and the exact 
wording o f  the quotation . The main disagreement has been as to  how many r iv er  
fragments are l ik e ly  to go back to  H eraclitus h im se lf. Thus, some scholars  
b e lie v e  th at a l l  three fragments are a u th en tica lly  H araclitean, others accept 
two o f  them on ly , ' while s t i l l  others th ink th at on ly  one o f  them i s  an o r ig in a l  
say in g . The p o ss ib le  a u th en tic ity  o f  th ese  fragments must th erefore  be d is ­
cussed f i r s t ,  w hile the treatment o f  the general context o f  one or more o f them 
must be l e f t  fo r  la te r  consideration .
I
Fragment B 91 ( in  any o f  i t s  versio n s) i s  the most famous saying ascribed to  
H eraclitus both in  ancient and in  modern tim es. Yet sev e r a ljb r it ic s , among whom 
one may mention Reinhardt, Gigon, Kirk, and Marcovich, have argued that 3 91 
does not go back to Heraclitusibut was u ltim a te ly  derived from 3 12. Con­
seq uently , i t  has been maintained th at the version  contain ing the δίς goes 
u ltim a te ly  back to C ratylus. According to  A r is to t le  ( c f .  a, i i i  supra),
Cratylus c r i t ic iz e d  H eraclitus fo r  saying th at i t  i s  im possible to step  tw ice
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in to  the same r iv e r , fo r  he, Cratylus, thought th at i t  i s  not p o ss ib le  to do 
so even once. In sh ort, according to th is  in terp reta tio n , Cratylus knew 3 12 
and took εμβαίνουσιν as an ite r a t iv e  present: "upon those who repeatedly  
step  in to  the same r iv ers  d iffe re n t and d iffe r e n t waters flow ." From th is  he 
a lle g e d ly  in ferred  that H eraclitus' point was th a t, s in ce  the waters are 
co n stan tly  changing, the r iv er s  are never the same. And from th is  i t  was 
in ferred  th at H eraclitus r e a lly  meant to say th at i t  i s  im possible to  step  tw ice  
in to  the same r iv e r s .
Let us suppose, fo r  the sake o f the argument, th at B 12 could p lau sib ly  
be Interpreted  as implying the im p o ss ib ility  o f stepping tw ice in to  the same 
r iv e r s . I s  i t  l ik e ly  th at from "upon those who repeated ly  step  in to  the same 
r iv e r s . . ."  Cratylus inferred that i t  i s  im possible to s tep  tw ice in to  the same 
r iv e r s , and th at he did so only in order to put forward h is rejo in d er that i t  
i s  im possib le to  step  even once? I b e liev e  i t  would be improbable fo r  Cratylus 
to  have done so . I t  i s  much more l ik e ly  th at he was acquainted with a saying  
o f  H eraclitus where the t e l l in g  δίς was a c tu a lly  used.
As a m atter o f  fa c t ,  however, i t  i s  t o t a l ly  unwarranted and even highly  
improbable th a t the saying containing the δίς could reasonably be derived from 
B 12. For even i f  Cratylus had taken the p a r t ic ip le  εμβαίνουσιν as an it e r a t iv e  
present he could not cogently  have inferred from B 12 th a t H eraclitus meant th a t  
one cannot s tep  tw ice (or more tim es) in to  the same r iv e r s . A fter  a l l  H eraclitus  
would a c tu a lly  be saying "upon those who repeatedly step  in to  the same r iv ers ."
This i s  the co n d itio n a l part o f  h is sentence, the necessary supp osition  leading  
to th e paradox th a t, s in ce  the waters are con stan tly  changing, the r ivers are 
not r e a lly  the same. In other words, in  the in terp re ta tio n  th at Marcovich a scr ib es  
to  C ratylus, the r iv er s  a t d if fe r e n t times are the same and y e t  not the same fo r
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fo r  those who repeatedly·· step  in to  them. From such an in terp re ta tio n  o f  B 12, 
i t  would have been absurd for  Gratylus to -in fer  th a t H eraclitus was simply 
denying the p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  stepping tw ice in to  the same r iv e r s . In th is  and in  
anv other in terp re ta tio n  o f  B 12, the r iv er s  must be "the same and not the same." 
Hather, i f  H eraclitu s' 3 12 had been the only r iv e r  statem ent known to G ratylus, 
one would have expected him to attack  H eraclitu s' "same." For A r is to t le 's  
testim ony shows th at Gratylus subscribed to a ra d ica l version  o f  the doctrine  
o f the flu x  o f  a l l  th in g s . Moreover, C ratylus' r e to r t  to  H eraclitus that i t  i s  
im possible to  s te p  in to  the same r iv e r  even once, shows th a t he meant to  deny 
id e n t ity . Consequently, h is point, not even once, would have been p er fec tly  
in t e l l i g ib l e  as a r e to r t to H eraclitus' assumption th a t, in  a sen se , the r iv er s  
are the sa n e .
I f  i t  i s  i l le g it im a te  to in fe r  3 91 from 3 12, th ere i s  even le s s  reason to  
suppose th a t C ratylus simply made up a saying o f  H eraclitus contain ing δίς in  
order to  r e fu te  i t .  The only reasonable conclusion  i s  th a t there was an o r ig in a l  
saying by H eraclitu s to  the e f f e c t  th at " it  i s  im possib le (or , in  P la to ’s  v ersio n , 
"you cannot") s te p  tw ice in to  the same r iv er ."  Whatever the exact wording o f  
th is  fragment, i t  must have contained the c r u c ia l word "tw ice," and in  th is  form ·' 
i t  must have been known not only to C ratylus, but a t l e a s t  to  P lato and to  A r is to t le  
as w e ll. In sh o r t, 3 91 i s  a d if fe r e n t fragment from B 12.
For reasons s im ila r  to those given above, i t  would be unwarranted to th ink  
th at B 91 could have been derived from 3 49a, "into the same r iv er s  we repeated ly  
step  and do not s tep ."  And no in terp re ta tio n  d if fe r e n t  from th a t o f the i t e r a t iv e  
present ten se  would make a derivation  o f  B 91 from e ith e r  B 12 or 3 49a more l ik e ly .  
Further d isc u ss io n  o f B 91 w il l  be undertaken only a f t e r  the question o f the 
a u th e n tic ity  o f  3 12 and 3 49a i s  s e t t le d .
-  7 -
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Though many a u th o r ita tiv e  c r i t ic s  have accepted the H eraclitean authorship o f  
both B 12 and B ^9a, I agree with severa l recent sch olars who. b e lieve  that we 
cannot keep both fragm ents. For, as V lastos says, "though Heraclitus-may w ell 
have used the river-im age more than once, he i s  highly u n lik e ly  to have done so 
without s ig n if ic a n t  v a r ia tion  in thought and expression."-^ He, however, un lik e  
most c r i t i c s ,  keeps B and r e jec ts  B 12, whereas I accept the la t t e r  and
r e je c t  the former. Since many scholars would keep both B 12 and 3 ^9a, and s in ce  
the is su e  depends partly  on the extent o f 3 12 and on i t s  in terp re ta tio n , i t  i s  
w ell to begin by examining B 12 within i t s  context:
Eusebius, P .S . XV 20. 2-3 ( il»  P· 38^, 15~22 QMrasTJ ) = Arius Didymus, E pit. f r , 
•ohys. ,  fra g . 39 (D ie ls , Pox. G raecl, pp. 470-471) » SVF I ,  fra g . l4 l  (p . 39)
Περί 6c ψυχής Κλεάνθης μεν τα Ζήνωνος δόγματα παρατιθέμενος προς σύγχρ ισ ιν  
tÎjv προς τους άλλους φυσικούς φησιν Srt Ζήνων την ψυχήν λ άγει αισθητικήν^ 
άναθυμίασιV χαθάπερ ’Ηράκλειτος, βουλόμενος γαρ εμφανίσαι 8τι αί ψυχαι 
αναθυμιωμεναι νεαραί^ αε'ι γίνονται εΐχασεν αύτας τοΤς ποταμοΤς λεγων ούτως*
5 "ΠοταμοΤσι τοΤσιν αύτοΓσιν εμβαίνουσιν ετερα και ετερα ύδατα επιρρεΓ* και 
ψυχαΐ 6ε ¿ni των ύγρών αναθυμιωνται. ■ αναθυμίασιν μεν ουν όμοίως τφ 
*Ηροκλείτιρ την ψυχήν αποφαινε» Ζήνων, αισθητικήν δε αυτήν είνα ι δια τούτο 
λεγει δτι τυπουσθαι χτλ.
1 αισθητικήν Wellmann (apud D ie ls ) :  αϊσθησιν *  MSS II 2 νεαροί Meerwaldt, 
Mnemosyne 4 Ser. IV (1951 )» ΡΡ· 53-54 i νοερα'ι JES : ετεραι D ie ls
This fragment comes from Arius Didymus, who liv ed  approxim ately in  the second 
h a lf  o f  the 1 s t  century 3.C. and was the p h ilo sop h ica l tu to r  o f  the Emperor
- 8 -
Augustus. According to  him, Cleanthes, in  c it in g  Zeno's d octrine o f  the so u l in  
comparison with th a t o f  the m a ter ia lis ts  (φυσικοί), sa id  th a t Zeno ca lled  the so u l 
a p ercip ien t exhalation  (αισθητική άναθυμίασις), ju s t  as H eraclitus d id . I t  
ought to be c le a r  that the comparison with H eraclitus was made not try Zeno but 
by C leanthes.^  What in  fa c t  we have here, then, i s  a c ita t io n  o f  a cer ta in  s ta te ­
ment or statem ents o f H eraclitus' (or a paraphrase o f  them) by Cleanthes, who 
wanted to  prove from them that H eraclitus had a d octr in e  o f  sou l s im ilar  to  th at 
o f Zeno. I t  i s  noteworthy that Cleanthes begins by in terp retin g  what he i s  about 
to  c i t e ,  assuming th at H eraclitus' reference to r iv e r s  i s  a metaphor fo r  ''souls"i 
n .b . βουλομενος ( s c . ‘Ηράκλειτος), . ,  .εμφανίσαι 8τι a i ψυχαι άναθυμιάμεναι 
εικασεν αυτας τοΤς σοταμοίς λεγων οΰ-πος.
Now i t  i s  obvious that in  what immediately fo llo w s th ese  words, Cleanthes 
intended to  g iv e  a quotation from H era c litu s t the qu estion  i s  how fa r  does the  
quotation extend. With very few exceptions, sch o lars have accepted the words 
ιτοταμοίσι* . ·  cruppct as a d irec t quotation from H eraclitu s, and th is  in terp reta tio n  
w il l  be supported in  what fo llo w s. There has been, however, disagreement as to  
whether or not the sentence xai '.|τυχαι δε tojv ύγρων αναθυμιόΰνται a lso  comes 
from H eraclitus and, i f  i t  does, whether i t  i s  a d ir e c t  quotation or merely a 
paraphrase. In e ith e r  case, there has been disagreem ent a lso  as to  whether the  
two sen ten ces, namely ττοτομοΤσι.. .  έττιρρε? and και \|τυχαι»·· άναθυμιωνται come 
from the same con text or not.
To d iscu ss  th ese  problems i t  i s  necessary to  go back to  the question o f  
C leanthes’ m otivation in  c it in g  H eraclitus a t a l l .  Cleanthes thought th at Zeno's 
conception o f  the sou l as a percip ien t exhalation  (αισθητική άναθυμίασις) was
99s im ila r  to th a t o f  H eraclitus. Though the MSS o f  Eusebius read αισθησιν η 
Wellmann's emendation αισθητικήν i s  necessary and i s  guaranteed by the word 
αισθητικήν in  l in e  7 . However, the context and the la s t  three lin e s  o f  the
Arius fragment c ite d  above show that Cleanthes meant to  a scr ib e  to  H eraclitus the 
doctr in e  o f  so u l as άναθυμίασις but not th at o f  αισθητική άναθυμίασις. Moreover, 
i t  i s  c le a r  from the context that Cleanthes did not even try  to fin d  in  H era c litu s’ 
statem ent (or statem ents) any reference to the " in te ll ig e n c e ” o f sou ls but o n ly .to  
the notion th at sou l i s  an exhalation (άναθυμίασις). Consequently, the MSS' voepai 
cannot be r ig h t and must in  a l l  probability  be a. s c r ib a l mistake fo r  νεαραί, 
as Meerwaldt has suggested . Thus, i t  becomes in t e l l i g ib l e  what was C leanthes' 
point in  in terp re tin g  the r iv ers  as a metaphor fo r  "souls": he thought that in  
ττοταμοΐσι-.. crttppc? H eraclitus meant to show th at "souls" in  being exhaled are 
always becoming new, i . e .  are constantly  being "replenished": th at i s  to  say, 
fo r  Cleanthes ηοταμοΤσι,. .cm ppct i s  the evidence he fin d s in  H eraclitus that 
"souls" are fed by new exhalations.
Now the conception o f sou l as an exhalation i s  alm ost c er ta in ly  H eraclitean
7
and i s  a tte s te d  a lso  ty  A r is to tle  many years before C leanthes. One must note, 
however, th a t in  ηοταμοΤσι.,, cmppe? there i s  no e x p l ic i t  or im p lic it  reference  
to  "souls" . An a d d itio n a l and much more important point i s  th is  : Cleanthes 
could hardly have thought th at sou ls fo r  H eraclitus are fed only by the waters 
o f the changing r iv e r s . He therefore needed a more general statem ent to the  
e f f e c t  th at so u ls  are simply exhalations. I t  fo llow s from th is  th at Cleanthes 
must have ascribed  the content o f the statem ent καί γυχα\ δε áríh tóáv ύγρων 
άναθυμιωνται to  H eraclitus h im self.
However, th is  does not n ecessa rily  imply th a t the statem ent in  question is  
a verbatim quotation from H eraclitus, or even th a t Cleanthes h im self thought that 
i t  was. To begin with the la t t e r  poin t, i t  i s  p o ss ib le  th at Cleanthes him self 
found th is  statem ent in  a doxographical source (the a scr ip tio n  to  H eraclitus o f 
sou l as άναθυμίασις i s  already in  A r is to t le , as we saw), or th at he him self made 
a summary statem ent based on H eraclitean evidence: we must keep in  mind that
-  10 -
8Cleanthes h im self i s  sa id  to have written, four books o f  commentaries on H eraclitu s.
Hence, in a l l  lik e lih o o d , he must have had access to  a considerab le body o f
genuinely H eraclitean  m aterials and- must h im self have made paraphrastic statem ents
o f H eraclitus* d o c tr in es , as commentators gen era lly  do. Ee th at as i t  may, the
sentence και ψυχαι. , ,  αναβυμιωνται can hardly be a verbatim quotation from
q
H eraclitus, .though i t s  contents are H eraclitean /
In any ca se , even i f  καί ψυχαι.. .  άναθυμιόΰνται were a verbatim quotation  
from H eraclitu s, i t  i s  highly improbable th at in the H eraclitean o r ig in a l there 
was any connection between th is  sentence and ποταμοΤσι... cmppcT* Hot only are 
the two statem ents o f  a com pletely d if fe re n t nature from a l in g u is t ic  and s t y l i s t i c  
point o f view, tu t the contents are ra d ica lly  d if fe r e n t , s in c e  in  ττοταμοΤσι. , » 
cm ppeï there i s  nothing whatsoever about " sou ls” . Moreover, i t  would be absurd 
to think th at H eraclitu s made the statem ent "upon th ose who step  in to  the same 
r iv ers  d if fe r e n t  and d if fe r e n t waters flow" simply in  order to  say th at "souls" 
are con stan tly  being fed by new exh alation s. Furthermore, i f  H eraclitus had meant 
to say what C leanthes In terprets him to be saying, why would he have used the  
expression "the same r ivers" ?  The bare "rivers" would be appropriate whereas "the 
same" i s  worse than irre lev a n t to Cleanthes* reading o f  th is  fragment. For the 
point would be th a t so u ls  are nourished by exhalations when one step s in to  a r iv er , 
any r iv er : why then say "upon those who step  in to  th e same r ivers" ?  In fa c t ,  even 
apart from the o th er  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f p lacing ττοταμοΤσ»«.. cmppcT w ithin a 
psych olog ica l co n tex t, the very word "same" would explode any such e x eg e s is .
For, whatever the co rrect in terp reta tio n  o f th at statem ent may be, the c lue —or 
at le a s t  an e s s e n t ia l  part o f  the statem ent's meaning— su re ly  must l i e  in  the 
contrast between "the same r iv ers  and the d if fe r e n t waters", and th is  has nothing 
prim arily to  do with the so u l.
I f ,  then, ηοταμοΤσι, crfippct had o r ig in a lly  nothing to do with sou ls  in  
p articu lar , then the fa c t  th at Cleanthes c i t e s  i t  in  support o f  h is  in terp reta tio n
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o f  H eraclitus' d octrine o f  sou l i s  in  i t s e l f  an in d ica tio n  or proof o f  i t s  
genuinely H eraclitean character. Another important consequence o f  the preceding 
a n a ly s is  —and one th a t has not been s u f f ic ie n t ly  s tressed  in  the lite r a tu r e  
about B 12— i s  th a t we r e a lly  do not know the o r ig in a l con text o f  the statem ent 
ΓΓοτσμοΐσι, crttppcT. The s ig n ifica n ce  o f th is  w il l  become apparent when we come 
to d iscu ss the in terp re ta tio n  o f 3 12 in  i t s e l f .  At present we must turn to B 49a 
and to  the question  o f  i t s  genuineness.
I l l
Before d iscu ssin g  the a u th en tic ity  of B 49a, i t  i s  necessary to decide what was the 
o r ig in a l form o f  th is  fragment. For a glance a t c , i  and i i  above shows that there  
are some s ig n if ic a n t  d ifferen ces between the version  o f  H eraclitu s, the author o f  
the Homeric Q uestions, and that o f  Seneca. In the f i r s t  p lace , the former has the 
p lu ra l "upon the same r iv e r s ,” while Seneca has the s in g u la r . Secondly, Seneca has 
nothin« corresponding to  the Greek versio n 's  εϊμ εν rc κα» ουκ εϊμ εν. F in a lly ,
Seneca has "b is ", but the a lle g o r iz in g  Greek author does n o t. Now the d atives  
togeth er with εμβαινομεν rc  not ούχ εμβαίνομεν and i t s  Latin tra n s la tio n  descendimus 
e t  non descendimus show that both versions go back to  a common Greek o r ig in a l.
Some sch olars have suggested th at in  the Greek version  we should in se r t  δίς 
on the b asis o f  Seneca's t e s t i m o n y I t  appears, however, th a t the "twice" i s  most, 
probably the r e s u lt  o f  Seneca's con fla tin g  B 49a with some versio n  o f  B 91» the 
fragment con ta in in g  the δ ίς . I f  th is  i s  so , then i t  fo llo w s th at the o r ig in a l o f  
B 49a did not contain  δίς a t  a l l .  This in terp re ta tio n  i s  supported by the fo llow ing  
con sid era tion s: Seneca has the singu lar "in idem flumen", which i s  c h a r a c ter is tic  o f 
3 91 ( c f .  s e c t io n  V in f r a ) , whereas the Greek version  o f  B 49a has the p lu ra l ηοταμοΤς 
τοΤς αύτοΤς. The la t t e r  i s  supported by B 12, which i s  e ith e r  the same fragment as 
3 49a ( c f .  s e c t io n  IV in fr a ) or, i f  not th a t, belongs to the same general context as 
B 49a. Moreover, no matter how we in terp ret the present ten se  o f  the verb εμβαίνομεν, 
"we step  and do not s te p  in to  the same rivers"  y ie ld s  a reasonable sense in  i t s e l f  
and i s  in  the manner o f  H eraclitus. Such i s  not the ca se , however, with "we step
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and we do not s te p  tw ice  in to  the same r iv e r s .” In fa c t ,  when H eraclitus uses the 
"yes-and-no" form ula, th a t formula occurs without any adverbs or any qu alify in g  
expressions. And th is  i s  in t e l l i g ib l e ,  s in c e  the "yes-and-no” formulae are 
prim arily and d ir e c t ly  a way fo r  H eraclitus to  a s se r t  sim ultaneously id e n tity  and 
d ifferen ce , th at i s  to  say , id e n t ity - in -d iffe r e n c e  or v ic e  v ersa . In short, "we 
step  and we do not s tep  in to  the same rivers", belongs to  a d if fe r e n t  context from 
th at o f the "twice" o f  3 91. F in a lly , i t  is  noteworthy th a t th e context i t s e l f  in  
Seneca suggests th a t there i s  con fla tion  o f 3 koa with 3 91 : fo r  a t the beginning 
o f the introductory passage to 3 49a, Seneca re fer s  to P la to 's  d en ia l o f true being 
to  sen sib le  e x is te n c e , on the grounds that s e n s ib le s  are always in  f lu x }  ^ This 
a llu d es to a P la ton ic  doctrine embodied, among other works, in  the C ratylus, where 
a version o f  3 91 occurs in connection with i t .  I t  i s  l ik e ly ,  then, that Seneca 
conflated  3 49a with 3 91 because he connected a lso  the former fragment with  
H eraclitus* d octr in e  o f  u n iversa l change. In any ca se , we may in fe r  that the  
o r ig in a l source o f  3 49a did not have δίς and th at δίς should not be added to  the 
Greek version  o f  th is  say in g .
There s t i l l  remains the question o f the Greek v e r s io n 's  οιμόν re και outt c îp cv , 
which does not occur in  Seneca. In a l l  p rob ab ility  Seneca did not fin d  th ese words 
in  h is Greek sou rce . For, given h is  emphasis on our own changing s e lv e s , he would 
not have fa i le d  to  c i t e  a part o f the te x t  th at could be construed as referrin g  to  
th at very to p ics  we e x is t  and we do not e x is t ,  because permanent and unchanging 
being is  denied to  u s, s in ce  a t  any moment we are changing. This i s  in  fa c t  one o f  
the p ossib le  in ter p r e ta tio n s  o f  clpcv rc και ούχ e tp er , i f  th ese  words are r e a lly  
part o f the o r ig in a l te x t  o f  th is  fragment. Another re la ted  in terp reta tio n ,su g g ested  
by Z e ller , i s  to  understand o i αυτοί, that i s ,  "we are and we are not the same."
But th is  in terp re ta tio n  i s  s y n ta c t ic a lly  d i f f i c u l t ,  as the p red icate  i s  not normally 
omitted with co p u la tive  cTva*. In add ition , i t  introduces a rather v io le n t  s h i f t  
from the changing r iv e r s , which are the same and not the same ( th is  i s  implied by
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"we step  and we do not s tep  in to  the same r iv ers" ), to  our changing s e lv e s .  To
avoid both d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  V lastos suggests th at some words may have been om itted,
words which would exp la in  the s h i f t  and which would avoid the sy n ta c tic  d i f f ic u l t y
as w e ll .^ O f  such an om ission there i s  no evidence, and the words in  question  can
be b etter  explained try another in terp reta tion  suggested ty Z e lle r , which Mondolfo
14
supports a t lengths "We are and we are not, s c .  in  the same r iv e r s ."  Here there i s  
no s h i f t  a t a l l  from the r iv ers  to  our own in d iv id u a l s e lv e s .  Moreover, the  
in terp reta tio n  i s  grammatically p o ssib le , s in c e , pace Kirk, in  "we are and we are 
not in the same rivers"  the verb to be (e ith e r  in  Greek or in  E nglish) i s  e x is t e n t ia l  
and not c o p u la t iv e ^  There remains o f course the awkwardness o f  having to supply 
cv τοΤς ποταμοΤς from the preceding τοΤς ποταμοΤς. I submit th at un less the te x t  
i s  corrupt th is  la s t  in terp reta tio n  i s  what the a lle g o r iz in g  Greek author must have 
meant with εΤμεν τε  κα\ ουχ εΤμεν. Of course th is  does not mean that th ese  words 
were part o f  the o r ig in a l te x t  o f th is  fragment. Given th e ir  absence from Seneca's 
version , the lik e lih o o d  that they are authentic i s  not grea ter  than that they are 
n ot. However th a t may be, i t  seems that fo r  s e t t l in g  the qu estion  o f the a u th en tic ity  
o f 3 49a the s ta tu s  o f  εΤμεν τε χα» ούχ εΤμεν w il l  make no d if fe re n c e .
IV
We must ask, then, whether both B 12 and B 49a are l ik e ly  to  be authentic; and, if·
th at i s  not th e ca se , which one o f  them i s  the H eraclitean o r ig in a l .  I t  w i l l  be
u se fu l to  p lace the te x ts  s id e  ty" sid es
3 12 B 49a
ττοταμοΤσ» το7<«ν αύτοΤσιν εμβαίνουσιν ποταμοΤς τοΤς αύτοΤς εμβαίνομεν τε
ετερα και ετερα ΰδατα επιρρεΤ. και ούκ εμβαίνομεν, ειμεν τε και
ούκ ειμεν.
The fa c t  th at the p lu ra ls and the verb εμβαίνειν are the same in  both versions  
suggests th at B 12 and 3 49a are r e a lly  the same fragment. Moreover, the meaning 
o f the two fragments i s  the same; that i s  to  say, any in terp re ta tio n  o f  3 12 i s  a lso  
v a lid  for  B 49a and v ic e  versa .
That in  B 12 we have the Ionic dative forms whereas in  3 49a we do not, i s
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irre levan t to the question  o f  the a u th en tic ity , fo r  such lon icism s could e a s i ly  have 
teen Introduced by an im ita to r . S im ila r ly , even i f  εμβαίνομόν rc και ούκ εμβαίνομεν 
sounds H eraclitean ( c f .  3 10 and 3 32), th is  by i t s e l f  i s  not an in d ica tio n  o f  
a u th en tic ity : i t  i s  not at a l l  d i f f i c u l t  to im ita te  th is  form o f  expression .
The fo llow in g  seem to  be d e c is iv e  reasons fo r  thinking th at 3 49a was derived  
from 3 12: I t  i s  u n lik e ly  th at "upon those who step  in to  the same r iv ers  d if fe r e n t  
and d iffe re n t waters flow" is  merely a paraphrase o f B ^9a. I t  i s  a more roundabout 
way of expressing the f i r s t  part o f 3 49a, while a paraphrast or an im itator  normally 
chooses a sim pler and more d irec t expression than the o r ig in a l . Rather, i t  i s  
in t e l l ig ib le  th a t, acquainted with fragments o f H eraclitus where the "yes-and-no" 
form o f expression i s  used (3 10 and 3 32), someone rendered the meaning o f  the more 
obscure 3 12 in  a sim pler but s t i l l  H eraclitean s t y le .  Moreover, the source common to  
Seneca (4 /5  3.G. -  65 A .D.) and to the a lle g o r iz in g  H eraclitus (ca . 1 s t  c en t. A .D.) 
need not be much e a r lie r  than them. On the other hand, 3 12 i s  c ite d  by Cleanthes, 
who lived  in  the 3rd century 3 .C ., and who must have had a rath er  ex ten sive  knowledge 
o f H eraclitu s’ sa y in g s. As argued above (se c tio n  I I ), C leanthes i s  u n lik e ly  to have 
made up 3 12, fo r  B 12 does not r e a lly  support the in terp re ta tio n  he g iv es  to  i t .  
Hence, i f  B 12 i s  not au th en tic , then i t  must go back to a source e a r lie r  than 
Cleanthes. This i s  a more u n lik e ly  p o s s ib i l i ty  than fo r  a spurious B 49a to  go 
back to the u ltim a te  source common to  Seneca and to  the a lle g o r iz in g  H eraclitu s.
V
The p rob ab ility , then, i s  th at there are extant two r iv e r  statem ents by H eraclitu s,
3 91 and B 12. Severa l points remain to  be d iscussed  in  connection with them.
To begin with 3 91, we should look a t the three te x ts  c ite d  u n d erc , i - i i i ,
i . e .  Plutarch, P la to , and A r is to t le . I t  is  c lea r  th a t they, and Cratylus as w e ll, 
were quoting the same H eraclitean saying. In a l l  o f  them the expression  fo r  r iv er  
is  in  the s in g u la r . The only apparent exception to th at seems to  be another te x t  o f  
Plutarch, Quaest. Phys. 912 A, where he says: ττοταμοίς γαρ δΐς τοις αύτοΓς ούκ î v
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έμβαίης, ως φησιν 'Ηράκλειτος, ετερα γαρ εττιρρεΤ ΰδατα. I have sa id  that th is  i s  an
apparent exception , b eca u se-it i s  c lea r  that Plutarch has here con fla ted  3 91 with
3 12, ju st as Seneca con fla ted  B 91 with B 49a. The p lu ra l r iv er s  here belong to 3 12,
not to  3 91. On the other hand the δ'ις ούκ *αν έμβαιης belongs to  3 91 · In short,
then, we may in fe r  th at the o r ig in a l fragment 3 91 read "into the same river" and not
the p lu ra l as 3 12 does.
While C ratylus, A r is to t le , and Plutarch in  two places ^have " it  i s  not p ossib le  to
enter,"  P lato and Plutarch in the Quaest. Phys. have the second person singu lar o p ta tiv e .
1 7
In ad d ition , P la to  has ές with accu sative instead  o f the d a tive  ca se . I b e liev e
th at P lato i s  more l ik e ly  to have preserved the H eraclitean wording. The second person
sin gu lar  o p ta tiv e  occurs a lso  in  P lutarch 's Quae s t . Phys. ,  and the context, P lutarch 's
access to  a c o l le c t io n  o f  H eraclitean sayings from which he c i t e s  sev era l fragments,
plus the fa c t  th a t Plutarch i s  a lso  c it in g  B 12, suggest th a t he i s  not here dependent
on Plato fo r  h is  knowledge o f B 91 · Be th at as i t  may, fragment B 45 (ούκ Λον
18έξευροιο) shows th a t the second person op tative  is  p o ss ib le  fo r  H eraclitu s.
We must pay c lo se  a tten tio n  to  P la to 's  wording in  Cratylus 402 A 8-10. According 
to  him, H eraclitus somehow says (λέγει rtou ) that a l l  th ings are in  flu x  (navra χώρε»),
But a fte r  s ta t in g  th a t H eraclitus likened A  ovre to  the flow  o f  a r iv er , he repeats  
th e verb λέγει (w ith  no so ften in g  ττου now) and g iv e s  the saying as δ'ις ές τον αύτον
% I ^  P &ττοτομον ουχ αν εμβαιης. The s h i f t  to  the second person s in g u la r  i s  unnecessary to  
P la to 's  purpose, and the conclusion i s  inescapable th at he meant th ese words to  be 
taken as a quotation  from H eraclitu s. As fo r  C ratylus’ testim ony, he i s  c ite d  by 
A r is to t le , who i s  not making a point o f  c it in g  verbatim. In fa c t ,  to  say " it  i s  
im possible to  s te p  tw ice in to  the same river" i s  a gen era liz in g  and more ab stract  
form o f expression  than "you could not step  tw ice in to  the same r iv er ."  I t  a lso  stands 
to  reason th at other p h ilo sop h ica lly  minded authors should prefer  A r is to t le ’s form 
o f expression to  P la to 's  even i f  P la to 's  more nearly reproduces the H eraclitean  
o r ig in a l. F in a lly , i f  I am r ig h t in  thinking that 3 91 and B 12 belonged to  d if fe r e n t  
contexts in  H eraclitus ( c f .  below), then P la to 's  ές with a ccu sa tive  y ie ld s  a b etter
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sense than the sim ple d a tiv e , as we s h a ll  s e e .
I t  i s  a lso  P lato  who t e l l s  us what the context o f 3 91 was : H eraclitus c ite d  the 
im p o ss ib ility  o f  stepping tw ice in to  the same r iv er  as a s im ile  fo r  h is  d octrine o f  
un iversa l change. As was argued above, H eraclitu s’ conception o f  u n iv ersa l change 
i s  not the same as th at o f  Cratylus or other ra d ica l H era c litea n s . But there i s  
evidence th at fo r  him every in d iv id u a l th ing in the un iverse w i l l  even tually  be 
destroyed and th at the only la s t in g  r e a l i ty  i s  that o f  change or process.^^And so  
P la to 's  a scr ip tio n  to  him o f  the doctrine o f u n iversa l f lu x  i s  j u s t i f ie d ,  though to  
be sure Plato c a rr ie s  i t  to  a lo g ic a l  conclusion that H eraclitu s did not envisage.
One in terp re ta tio n  o f  3 12 has already been given in  s e c t io n  I o f  th is  papers 
i t  is  that which Marcovich ascrib es to  C ratylus. There i s  no evidence as to  how 
Cratylus in terp reted  3 12, but taking the p a r tic ip le  έμβαίνουσιν as an: it e r a t iv e  
present is  a p o ss ib le  in terp re ta tio n . The fragment would then mean th a t, to  people 
who repeatedly s tep  in to  the same r iv e r s , the r iv ers  are the same and y e t not the same. 
I f  so in terp reted , pace Xirk, there would be no d ir e c t referen ce  here to the H eraclitean  
doctrine o f the measures o f  change. Nor i s  i t  l ik e ly  th a t B 12 belongs to the same 
general context as B 91 ♦ B 12 would a sse r t  th at to  those who rep eated ly  s tep  in to  
the same r iv e r s , th e  r iv e r s  are and are not the same, whereas B 91 f l a t ly  denies th at  
one could step  tw ice in to  the same r iv e r . I t  would be eq u a lly  u n lik e ly  fo r  B 12 to  
belong to the same con text as B 91, i f  one adopts the in ter p r e ta tio n  o f  Harcovich.
He takes cpßatvouotv as a "progressive” present, "upon th ose  who are in  the process 
o f stepping in to  the same r iv e r s . . ." .  However, th is  reading o f  B 12 does not seem to  
f i t  the wording. Moreover, in  e ith er  in terp reta tio n  o f  th is  fragment (or in  any
sim ila r  one), B 12 would amount to  nothing beyond the a s se r tio n  o f  the u n ity  o f  
contraries; or, in  th is  case , more p r e c ise ly , o f d ifferen ce  in  id e n t ity .  To be sure, 
th is  i s  a H eraclitean thought; but the question i s  whether H eraclitu s would have used 
such a complicated and in d ir ec t expression , e sp e c ia lly  i f  he had a lso  sa id  th at i t  i s  
im possible to  s te p  tw ice in to  the same r iv e r .
For these reasons, and a lso  because i t  y ie ld s  a b e tter  sen se , I should l ik e  to
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2 Îdevelop an in terp re ta tio n  advanced by the la te  Harold C h em iss. To begin w ith, i t
i s  w ell to  s tr e s s  th at we do not know what the o r ig in a l con text o f  B 12 was ( c f .  sec tio n
I I ) .  Secondly, as C hem iss has suggested, the p lural έμβαινουσιν may have been
meant l i t e r a l ly  as a p lu ra l. The meaning would bes I f  sev era l people enter the same
r iv er  (or r iv e r s ) ,  d if fe r e n t waters flow over each o f th ese  d if fe r e n t  people, i . e .
though in a sen se  two people are in  the same r iv er , the r iv e r  water in  which each i s ,
i s  d if fe r e n t . As fo r  B ^9a, i t  i s  an in terp reta tio n  or lo o se  quotation o f  th is  saying:
"we enter and we do not enter the same r iv ers  (as others do, i . e .  the r iv ers  are the
same fo r  a l l  o f us but the waters are d if fe r e n t fo r  each)." B 12, then, would mean:
The same r iv ers  to  d if fe r e n t people in  them are d if fe r e n t , fo r  each person in  the same
r iv e r  is  bathed by d if fe r e n t waters o f the same r iv er . The context would be re la ted
to something l ik e  fragments 3 2 and 3 89s the cosmos i s  one to  men who are r e a lly
awake ( i . e .  who are w ise), but most people l ik e  sleep ers tr e a t  th e ir  own environments
22each as a separate and private  cosmos.
I f  th is  in terp re ta tio n  i s  approximately correct, i t  fo llo w s th at B 91 i s  not part 
o f the same saying as B 12 but th at they belong to d if fe r e n t co n tex ts . Moreover, the 
probably d if fe r e n t  wording o f  the two fragments would make b e tter  senses in  B 12 
(verb plus d a tiv e ) the people are envisaged as in  the r iv er ; in  B 91» ¿ς with  
accu sative, what i s  declared im possible ia.- the very act o f "stepping into" the same 
r iv er  more than once.
VI
In h is De E_(392 3 ) , Plutarch says: "ποταμφ γάρ ούκ εστιν cpßqvat δις τφ αύηί" χαθ*
'Ηράκλειτον· ουδέ θνητης ουσίας δίς αψασθαι χατα ε ξ ι ν  άλλ* ¿ξυτητι χαι ταχει μεταβολής 
σχίδνησι χαι πάλιν συνάγει, μάλλον δ* ούδε πάλιν ούδ*ΰστερον άλλ* αμα συνίσταται χαι 
απολείπει χαι προσεισι χαι α π ε ισ ιν . Many scholars have thought th at among the under­
lin ed  pairs o f  verbs there i s  H eraclitean m aterial, some accep tin g  a l l  three p a irs, 
others two p a irs , s t i l l  others one pair on ly . I agree with Marcovich, who denies th at  
any o f these verbs goes back to  H eraclitu s. However, as I do not agree with some o f
- 1 8 -
h is  arguments, I  s h a l l  b r ie f ly  s ta te  mine: a) There i s  r e a lly  no reason to  think  
that anything a f t e r  καθ* ‘Ηράκλειτον i s  by H eraclitus. Before and a fte r  the 
quotation o f B 91, Plutarch i s  d iscu ssin g  the ch an geab ility  o f  the "mortal nature 
or substance" w ith in  a S to ic  con tex t. Hence, though i t  i s  l ik e ly  th at none o f  the  
three pairs o f  verbs i s  by Plutarch, they need not be by H eraclitus e ith er  but 
probably belong to  P lu tarch 's S to ic  source or sources, b) Of the three pairs only  
the th ird  i s  appropriate to  a r iv e r , cj But,as the threè p a irs go together^ i f  the 
f i r s t  and second do not apply to a r iv er , neith er in a l l  p ro b a b ility  did the th ird  
in  i t s  o r ig in a l co n tex t, d) The second and the th ird  pairs are introduced as 
co rrectiv es  o f the f i r s t  pair , which makes i t  p ossib le  to th ink  th at the two former 
pairs belong e ith e r  to  Plutarch or to a source d if fe r e n t from th a t o f the f i r s t  p a ir . 
e) Even in the u n lik e ly  case th at these three pairs o f verbs go back to H eraclitu s, 
they must have belonged to a context d if fe r e n t from th at o f  the r iv er  fragm entsφ ί .  
b and c above).
NOTÜS
1. The fragments o f  H eraclitus are c ite d  according to D ie ls ' e d it io n  in  FVS.
Due to space l im ita t io n , my annotation i s  minimal. To f a c i l i t a t e  referen ce , I have 
l i s t e d  in the bib liography the main ed itio n s  and commentaries o f  H eraclitus' fragm ents. 
My references to  ancient te x ts  i s  a lso  minimal, but I c i t e  enough to  make my treatment 
in t e l l ig ib le .
2 . Cf. 1005 3 23-26 and 10Ó2 A 31-35· Cf. C hem iss, p. 84, n . 3^9 and p. 86 with n. 363.
3. For a f u l l  c o l le c t io n  o f  te x ts  concerning the r iv e r  fragments c f .  those Marcovich 
c it e s  under h is  fra g , 40 -  B 12.
4 . S .g . D ie ls , Kranz, Mondolfo, Conche accept a l l  three; Reinhardt accepts 3 12 and 
B 49a, Vlas tos B 91 and B 49a, Kahn 3 91 and B 12; Kirk and Marcovich B 12 on ly .
5. V lasto s , p. 343·
6 . Cf. Kirk, p. 367.
7. Cf. A r is to t le , De Anima 405 A 25-29; C apelle, Hermes 59 (1924), pp. 121-123·
8 . Cf. Diog. Laert. IX, 15 with VII, 174.
9 . Cf. Kirk, pp. 368 f f .
10. So already Schleierm acher, who i s  follow ed by Walzer.
11. Cf. Seneca, E p is t . 58, 22 ( l in e s  11-13 £rteynoldsJ ) : Quaecuraque videmus aut tangimus 
Plato in  i l l i s  non numerat quae esse  proprie putat; flu unt enim e t  in  adsidua de minutione 
atque ad iection e  su n t.
-  19 -
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12. Cf. Z e lle r , ZN, p. 798, note.
13. V lastos, p. 342. In p. 3^3V lastos s ta te s  h is b e l ie f  th a t with or without in te r ­
vening words H eraclitus passed from the "yes-and-no" o f our r e la t io n  to  ex tern a l 
ob jects to  the "yes-and-no" o f  our own (changing) being.
14. Cf. Z e lle r , ZN, p. 798, n ote, Mondolfo in  ZM, pp. 43-44.
15. Kirk, p. 373 i s  r ig h t in -r a is in g  the d if f ic u lt y  about the omission of the predicate  
when the verb i s  cop u la tive , as he does aga inst supplying ο ί αυτοί. But in  the second 
in terp re ta tio n  suggested by Z e lle r , the verb to be is  e x is t e n t ia l ,  not cop u la tive .
16 . Hot only in  De 5 392 3 but a lso  in De Sera 559 C; in the la t t e r  passage, he g ives  
c t;  plus accu sa tive  instead  o f  the d a tiv e .
17 . For P lu tarch 's ε ις  with accu sative c f .  the previous n ote.
18. Cf. V la sto s, pp. 338-339 with note 4 .
19. Cf. H eraclitus 3 30 and 3 90 with C hem iss, Jour, o f the H is t, o f  Ideas 12 (1951), 
p. 332-333 = S e lec ted  Papers, pp. 75-76.
2
20. Marcovich , p. 148, defending h is  in terp reta tio n  aga in st the ob jection  o f  S tokes, 
argues th at i f  one i s  in  the process o f entering a r iv er , the flow  o f  the waters makes 
the same r iv e r  d if fe r e n t  a t t 1 from what i t  i s  at t  , e tc . This i s  tru e . But
the bare "upon those who enter a river" would do as w ell. Vhy then use "the same 
rivers"? Marcovich's  in terp reta tio n  i s  p o ss ib le  but f a i l s  to  do ju s t ic e  to  H era c litu s’ 
wording.
21. I t  i s  c ite d  by Ramnoux, p. 453.
22. This in ter p r e ta tio n  can a lso  account fo r  the emphasis on " d ifferen t and d iffe r e n t  
waters." The waters are d if fe re n t to the d iffe re n t people in  the r iv er s; but each 
in d iv id u al r ec e iv e s  d if fe r e n t and d if fe r e n t  waters (temporal su ccessio n ) and f a i l s  to  
see  the underlying u n ity .
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